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Please deliver to Examiner Zeade in Art Unit 2875 as so6i i as possible. 
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TO: 1571E738300 



IN THE UNIT iD STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re Application of: Lesli 
Serial No.: 
Filed: 



C.King 

10/6|79,167 Artt^nit: 2875 

October 2, 2003 Examiner: Zeade, Bertrand 

For: DECORATIVE LUMNAIRES 

LETTER I AC1LITATING REQUEST FOR ftjtTERVIEW 



RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 



SEP 27 2005 



interview in the above- 
^ovided in order to facilitate 
an interview yet to be 



Honorable Commissioner for Patents 
Alexandria, Virginia 2231 

As indicated by thejexaminer on applicants* request for a|i 
identified matter, a letter p oviding comments would need to be 
familiarization by a superv sory examiner with the matter prior tb 

scheduled. This letter is in ended for that purpose and not to preside exhaustive rebuttal to 
the Official Action of Sept mber 14, 2005 

Claims 1 through 3 \ are asserted in the application with claims 1 and 33 being 
independent. Claims 2 thr< >ugh 32 depend directly or indirectly ijom independent claim 1 
and claim 34 depends fionj independent claim 33. Independent Claims 1 and 33 recite 
luminaire apparatus. 

The examiner, apparently with the acquiescence of his uiJal supervisory examiner, 
objects to the drawings un< er 37 CFR 1 .83(a) for failing to shov 

2 of claim 30. The applica its consider the circumstances surrou n ding this objection to be 
illustrative of the many res sons the Official Action should be withdrawn and the application 



be properly examined. 
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8.1(a): 



The attention of th* t 
be scheduled is directed 
present specification in lift 
mentions are made in the 
clearly shown in a recessec 
complied with 37 CFR 1 
very obvious error by the 

Withdrawal of the 
requested in the interview 

As a second matter 
paragraph, as being 
particular* Just as the 
of the drawings had he ade 
would not have made the 
considered the matter. The 
structure shown in Figure 
completely disregards the 
22 and rejects claims 1 
described in the present 

The examiner should 



to Figure 1 of the drawings wherein eleip ent 1 1 is clearly seen. The 
9, page 1 1 clearly refers to element \ as a "ceiling". Other 
s jecification of ceiling 1 1 . The lumiru rtre claimed in Claim 30 is 
conformation in the ceiling 1 1 . The a splicants have fully 
yet are now forced to expend tim i 
e Kaminer, an error that is the very first! i tern of the Official Action. 
( bjection to the drawings under 37 CP 1 1 1 .83(a) will also be 
'et to be scheduled, 
claims 1 through 34 are rejected undfe 



indefir ite. No indefmiteness exists in indep * ident claims 1 and 33 in 



i exar uner 



supervisory examiner who is to be s 



>art of an interview yet to 



and funds to point out a 



would have noted the existence frjF the ceiling 1 1 in Figure 1 
juately studied the specification and <jli awings, the examiner 
c >mments he makes on page 3 of the (jfc ficial Action had he fully 
examiner apparently refers on page : 
4 of the present application for patent. 
< mbodiments of Figures 1 through 13 3 

thn ugh 34 as if Figure 14 were the only -s ructure shown and 

I 

application for patent 

have someone in authority point out to him that each and every 
need not include the subject matter 
canfiot respond to the 1 12 rejection intell 



claim of a patent application 
figure. The applicants 

clue as to whether the exaAiner fails to comprehend that independent claim 1 very clearly 



35 USC 112, second 



of the Official Action to the 
Somehow, the examiner 
6,17,18,19,20,21 and 



c f each and every drawing 
I ently since they have no 
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reje< d< 



, reje< ted 



and definitely recites the 
very clearly and definitely 
examiner decided to 
paragraph, the applicants 
the examiner's position, the 
responding to the 1 12 
independent claim 33, 
Figures 14 and 15 without 

The examiner should 

The patent to Youn 
103(a), As to the rejection > 
every element of a claim 
be an appropriate basis 
claims 1-3, 7-9,15,18, 24 
in error are difficult to 
such erroneous rejections 
whether the content of thei 
nature of his examination 

The rejections 
that Young does not show 

In essence, the app$< 
examination and 



sdbject matter of Figures 1 through 13 frid 16 through 22, Claim 33 
■ecites the subject matter shown in Fi i jres 14 and 1 5. Had the 
questibn only claims 15 through 17 under 36 USC 1 12, second 

c >uld at least begin a dialog with the elc miner. Given the errors in 



; under 



nterview. 

^nder35USC 102(e) and 
made aware that each and 



applicant is virtually precluded from 
on especially when the examiner ha 5 

under 1 12 as noted, very clearly ^(cites the subject matter of 
my indefiniteness being in sight. 

rethink the 1 12 rejection prior to ari 
y is inappropriately used in rejections i 
under 102(e), the examiner should bfej i 
be shown by a single reference in'c rder for 35 USC 1 02(e) to 
on of a claim. Young very cle* 4y d° es not do so as regards 
25, 27-29, 31 and 32 at the very least 
and the applicants believe in this 
written form is effectively useless si rice the applicants question 
comments will be appreciated by th< s jxaminer in light of the 
evidenced by the entirety of the Official Action. 
35 USC 103(a) are also inappropriate 1 



rr ust 



for rejecti 



cou iter 



i i i 



he structure the examiner apparently p elieves that it shows 



cants believe that the examiner shou 
withdraw|the Official Action. Having done so, 



1 mowing where to start in 
not realized that 



Rejections so completely 
tuation Chat countering 



based in part on the fact 



reassess his full 
the examiner should start 
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ex perienced ; 



anew, hopefully with an 
examination of this patent 

The applicants 
examiner's inappropriately conceived 
the applicants' resources 
forced. Now that the applicants' 
formally request withdraw; J 
appropriately addressing 

Failing this 



with 



tf e 



i reasona )le 



supervisory examiner givnjj ; 
tpplication. 

an interview in the hope of moife 
objections and rejections 
as would be necessitated by a writtfn 
resources have been unfortunate 
of the Official Action and preparati }h 
thirty-four claims asserted in the ap 3 
approach, request for an interview 



reqi ested 



;si ch 



620 25M947 
2010 West 7 th Street 
Coffeyville, Kansas 67337 



efficiently pointing out the 
the intent of conserving 
response as has now been 
y wasted, the applicants 
of a new action 
ication for patent, 
is renewed. 
Resptctfully submitted, 




full attention to 



KenhrthE. Darnell 
RegJNo. 26541 



BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



PACE 5/5 ■ RCVD AT 9/29/2005 9:23:51 AM [Eastern Daylight Time] ■ SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-6/26 * DNIS:273S300 • CSID:5205582218 ■ DURATION (mm-ss): 02-22 



